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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript presents a clinical scenoario of great interest to the GI community: 81 year old M with melena because of a polypoid gastric heterotopia. While duodenal GH is reported in 0.5% to 2% of the population, large lesions presenting with severe anemia (hemoglobin 5 g/dL) and concurrent biliary ductal dilatation representing a mimic of malignancy add significant diagnostic and educational value. Furthermore, the documentation of successful conservative management of this 80 year old patient burdened with severe degenerative valvular disease provides a highly practical clinical perspective that aligns with modern, conservative therapeutic paradigms for high-risk patients.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Would probably benefit from adding the CT finding of biliary obstruction as well
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
highly targeted and appropriate for indexing
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
May benefit from talking about embryological pathogenesis.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Doesn’t talk about the new 2025 guidelines of AGA guidelines on Nonampullary Duodenal Lesions or even ACGs
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
May benefit from adding H Pylori report if available
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Discordant mentions of active bleeding vs a budding lesion that bleeds on contact
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Overstates risk of malignancy and lacks immunohistochemical diagnostic criteria
	


	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The conclusion warns  about GH mimicking malignancy with "biliary tract signs," but the data provided never proves the GH caused the biliary signs. The push for long-term surveillance is unsupported by current guidelines.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
No limitation section or discussion. No follow up or H pylori testing results mentioned
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Need to add new major guidelines and also reference no 3 is a case report on Lemmel syndrome
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Would be better if the above issues are addressed
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
No, fails to capture the biliary obstruction as an unusual finding
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
No, needs clarification for no signs of active bleeding vs lesion that bleeds on touch in the figure
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
No Would benefit from adding new 2025 AGA guidelines at least 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript addresses a clinically relevant topic and is well documented but has some issues with the current version. First, there is a direct contradiction regarding bleeding: the text claims "no active bleeding," while the Figure 4 legend states it "bleeds on contact." Second, the authors fail to explain the anatomical paradox of how a lesion at the superior duodenal flexure (proximal to the ampulla) mechanically caused global biliary dilatation. Third, the literature review omits crucial authoritative guidelines (AGA 2025, ACG 2023, ESGE) and features egregious citation errors, including citing a paper on Lemmel syndrome for histological definitions. Finally, the authors incorrectly push for long-term surveillance, contradicting AGA/ESGE guidelines for non-dysplastic lesions in elderly patients.
Would be a great addition to the current literature with revisions.
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